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1 PR OCE EDINGS

2 MR . DAVIS: I'm Christopher Davis.
I represent third party defendant Gemeinhardt3

Gemeinhardt has designated David Urban,Company.4

who works for the firm of ENSR Consulting and5

Engineering to testify in response to. both of the6

deposition notices of Conrail dated September 15,7

As to the first notice.8 1993 . Urban isMr .
knowledgeable about some of the matters.9

including the work of ENSR on behalf of10

Gemeinhardt at the site and the reports they've11
issued. As to the second notice.12 we ' re

13

Gemeinhardt' s response actions taken pursuant to14

orders and the other witness we'rethe E.P.A.15
producing tomorrow will also deal with both of16

but different aspects of them.those subjects.17 .
18 MR . CUNNINGHAM;

have the spelling of David's last name?19
U-r-b-a-n.2 0 THE WITNESS:

Thank you.2 1 MR . CUNNINGHAM:

Let me ask that theLAMBERT:22 MR .
two notices of deposition be marked Urban23
Exhibits 1 and 2 .24

Chris, could we

designating Mr. Urban on the subject of some of
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(Urban Exhibit Nos.* 0 *1 1 & 2 ,

marked for identification.)2

3 * * * *

Whereupon:4

5 DAVID B. URBAN,

having been first duly sworn, was examined and6

testified as follows:7

8 * 0 * DIRECT EXAMINATION
LAMBERT:9 BY MR.
Urban, where are you employed,Q.10 Mr .

please ?11
ENSR Consulting and Engineering.12 A .
Where are you based?13 Q.
In Acton, Massachusetts.A.14
ENSR was formerly known as ERT?Q.1.5
That' s correct.16 A .

When did you first become involved with17 Q .
the Gemeinhardt plant in Elkhart, Indiana?18

My involvement began in 1989.19 A .
Are you still involved today?20 Q .

A. Yes , I am.21
What is the role that you play?Q.22
I- am the project manager for ENSR's23 A .

activities.2 4

..A

'.a/rtyn
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1 Q.

well?2

A.3

Did you have any connection with theQ.4
Gemeinhardt facility prior to 1989?5

I did not.6 A. No ,
What's your profession?7 Q .
I am a chemical engineer by training.8 A .

Been working in environmental engineering for9
approximately eighteen years.10

Where are you from, your degrees?11 Q .
in chemical engineeringI have a B.S.12 A.

from the University of Connecticut, received in13
1975 .14

Any other degrees?Q .15
A. No .16

My understanding is that ENSR or ERT17 Q .
before them had been, have been involved at the18
Gemeinhardt site since about 1984, perhaps even1 9

Do you know when ENSR or ERTearlier than that.20
first became involved in the site?21

I do not know exactly, but 1984 sounds22 A.
approximately correct.23

Paul , I think you mayDAVIS:MR .2 4

Were you project manager in 1989, as

Yes, I was.
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find it's later.1 My recollection, although it's
not my deposition, is that it was 1985 since the2

matter first arose. Christmas of 1984.3
4 BY MR. LAMBERT:

Who were your predecessors as project5 Q.
do you know?6 manager,

7 A .

took over for Carol Bois, B-o-i-s and other8
people that had been in management roles.9 Ruth
Krumhanse1. K-r-u-m-h-a-n-s-e-1 I believe10 is the
spe1ling.11

Could you say it again, p1ease?12 Q.
K-r-u-m-h-a-n-s-e-1 and. Jeff Lawson.13 A.

Could you spell that, please?Q.14
15 A . L-a-w-s-o-n.

Who was the project manager that youQ.16
succeeded?17

Carol Bois.18 A.

Q. Do you know how long she was project19
manager?2 0

I do not know exactly.21 A. No,

Can you give me an estimate?Q.22
I would guess probably a year and a23 A.

maybe two years.half ,2 4

. ^76. 7?irtyc

There were other people involved. I
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Prior to the beginning of 1988?1 Q.

2 A.

exactly when she started working at ENSR, but I3

guess my answer, is I do not know exactly when.4

Are you familiar, with the work that ENSRQ.5

did prior to the time that you took over as6

project manager?7

I'm familiar with the work from the8 A.

results that were published in the reports that9

were issued and also with discussions with some10

of the people that worked on the project.11

12 Q . Mr .

You said you had reviewed the reports that were13

written with respect to the facility?14

That's correct.15 A .

Have you reviewed them recently?16 Q.

Yes, . I did.A .17

Have you spoken with anyone other than18 Q .

Davis in preparation for the deposition?1 9 Mr .

20 A .

were involved with the project.2 1

Who were they?Q.22

Michael Moore of ENSR, Daniel Akin of23 A.

I don't recall anyone else.EIS .2 4

61/7J '>2. i 7^7'/

Urban, I'm sorry, I was distracted.

Yes, I've spoken to some people t'hat

I took over in mid 1989, sO I don't know
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Did you speak with Carol Bois?1 Q.

I did not.2 A. No ,

You mentioned a woman named Ruth3 Q.
Krumhansel?4 1

■That is correct.5 A.

What was her job?6 Q.
I do not know exactly.7 A .

I would gather that she was thecorrespondence,8
project manager because of her invoice letters,9

She isher monthly reports.10

no longer with ENSR.11

Who was Mr,.12 Q . Lawson?

Lawson.He also I do not know Mr.13 A.,

He was a former ERT employee who I have not met14
15 He,

from that-'information and16

I heard his name mentioned also with some of the17
He had some level ofactivities that went on.18

responsibility for the project.19
Are you ENSR's liaison to the client?Q.2 0
That's correct.21 A.

Who is the client?22 Q.
. The person I'mworking, with his name i s23 A.

Joseph Horowitz, H-o-r-o-w-i-t-z Z.2 4

She signed those.

/
I., from past

and have not talked to.
certain letters and I,

again, he signed

■ - daMarAuM/li

. s /s///



10
where is he?1 Q.
He works for CBS,2 A. Inc.

Is there a project hydrogeologist today?3 Q.
There is no.one that is designated as4 A .

the project hydrogeologist.5 The person who has
6

hydrogeology for the most part at ENSR was7

Michael Moore.8

I couldn't hear his last name.9 Q.
10 A .

Do you know how long he's had that11 Q.
responsibility?12

I do not know exactly,13 but he. I believeA .

he was involved near the beginning of ENSR's14

15 so possibly
since 1985.16

Is there someone at ENSR.who has17 Q..
responsibility now for work relating to modeling?18

There has not been any one person19 A .
designated for the.modeling work. It20 I

guess that's my answer.21

Is there one particular person who's22 Q.
primarily responsible for them?23

There have been a few people that have2 4 A .

been, who has been responsible for the

involvement, if not at the beginning.

Michael Moore, M-o-o-r-e.
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worked on the modeling.1 A person named Mark
Schaefer, S-c-h-a-e-f-e-r,2 and a person named
David Schafer, S-c-h-a-f-e-r and a woman named3
Monique Villars, V-i-1 -1 - a-r-s have all been4
involved with the modeling.5

Have they all been involved since you6 Q.
involved with the site?became7

Mark Schaefer was involved before I8 A.
involved and the other two have beenbecame9

involved since I became involved.10
Is there someone at ENSR who interfacesQ.11

EPA or with the IDEM?with the U.S.12

13 A . Yes .

Who is that?Q.14
Tha t i s me.15 A.
Since you have been involved with this16 Q .

on behalf of ENSR, submittedproject have you.17
various reports to either or both of EPA and/or18

1 9 IDEM?
I have.2 0 A. Yes ,

Have they been submitted pursuant to2 1 Q.
some order or other requirement?22

They were submitted pursuant to two23 A.
consent orders that were issued for the site.2 4

710.
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Q. Were reports provided by ENSR to EPA and1

IDEM prior to your being appointed project2

3 manager?
4 A. Yes .

Q. Were they also submitted pursuant to the5

two orders that you mentioned?6

Yes .7 A.

8 Q.
reports that have been submitted to EPA and IDEM9

fairly reflected ENSR's views with respect, to the10
matters that are discussed in them?11

12 A.

13 Q .
14
15

in the report or otherwise noted?16
I have no reason to believe otherwise.A .17
Is it correct that you intended that theQ.18

reports that were furnished to IDEM and EPA will1 9

be relied upon- those two agencies in connection20

with their supervision with the performance under21

the orders?22
MR . DAVIS:23

Also definition of the term reliance.2 4

^nc.

('ey/}

in the reports been accurate except where
\

questions with respect to the data are- contained

As far as you're aware, have all of the

Yes, they have. 
V

And has the data that has been contained

Objection, leading.
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1 BY MR . LAMBERT:

Go ahead.2 Q.
Could you repeat the question, please?3 A.

When you and your colleaguesYeah .4 Q .
submitted reports to ERA and IDEM with respect to5

the proj ect, was it your understanding that ERA6

and IDEM would rely upon the contents of the7

report in connection with their supervision of8

Gemeinhardt's or CBS's performance under the9

orders?10
MR . Restate the sameDAVIS:11

obj ect ion.12

I haven't13 THE WITNESS: I , I ,
thought about it. I would guess that ERA and14
IDEM would use that information to evaluate the15
site .16

17 BY MR. LAMBERT:
One of the purposes of the reports was18 Q.

to inform ERA of ENSR's views with respect to the19
site. is that correct?2 0

Obj ect ion, leading.MR . DAVIS:2 1

22 You may answer.

The intent is toTHE WITNESS:23

present ENSR's data and evaluation of that data.2 4

____
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BY MR. LAMBERT:1

When you first became project managerQ.2

were you aware that the rail yard that's north of3
4

National Priorities List dr a candidate for5

inclusion on the National Priorities List?6

A. Yes .7
How did you become aware of that?Q .8
It is stated in some of the reports that9 A .

the rail yard is north of the site. That was one10
place where I learned. And in other11
conversations with people involved with this12
site, it was brought to my attention.13

When you say that there was a referenceQ.14

15
prior ENSR reports?16

A.17
When you have submitted reports to U.S.Q.18.

EPA and/or IDEM has it been ENSR's practice to19
2 0

A. Yes .2 1
To. your knowledge has ENSR everQ .22

submitted a report that was not first reviewed by2 3
the client?2 4

submit them first to its client for its review?

'-/A, -

the Gemeinhardt facility was either on the

to the rail yard in report's, are you referring to

Yes, prior ENSR reports.
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1 A . Yes.

Can you tell me which report that was?2 Q.
The reports I would be referring to3 A.

would be the monthly reports that were issued4 on
a monthly basis of month that I was project5

manager and previous to that.6

Apart from the monthly reports,7 Q. are
8

not first shown to the client?9
10 No .A .

Q.11

12

reports that had not been approved by the client13
prior to submission?14

15 A . No
Have you had any involvement in16 Q.

connection with a search for or investigation of17

other potential sources of contamination in the18
Gemeinhardt area other than Gemeinhardt itself?19

2 0 A.
Have you had any involvement2 1 Q. Sure .

personally in .connection with the investigation22
' or search for other sources of contamination in23
the Gemeinhardt area other than the facility2 4

.  . ...

Were there any reports that were
1

submitted to EPA or IDEM other than monthly

there any reports that you're aware of that were

I'm sorry, can you repeat the question?
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itself?1

2 A. Yes .
3 Can you tell me what you have beenQ .

involved in?4

We looked for a site for the treatment5 A .

facility and we did some6 Actually, we sampled

some existing wells and analyzed for pollutants7

to understand the nature of the ground water in8

the area-where we were going to build the9
treatment plant.10

Was that work done with the objective' of11 Q.
finding other sources of contamination or simply12

to be aware of them prior to the time that you13

installed the treatment facility?14

15 A.
Since you have been project manager has16 Q .

ENSR identified any additional sources of17

contamination in the Gemeinhardt area?18

Since I've been project manager the19 A .
analyses that we've done have been within the2 0

plume area other within, where the treatment2 1

plant was located and we have not.22 to my

identified anything that wasknowledge,23
specifically other than the Gemeinhardt2 4

nc.

- 52. ) /S/'/

As I recall, it' was to be aware of them.
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contamination.1

There is reference in several of the2 Q.
ENSR reports to the likely existence of a source3

of TCA contamination where Emerson Musical4

5

6 A . Yes .

Are you familiar with those references?7 Q.
8 A.

Apart from Emerson Musical Instruments,9 Q.
assuming for the moment that it is a source of10

contamination, has ENSR identified by specific11

location any other sources of contamination12

within the Gemeinhardt area?13
14 A.. Yes .

Can you tell me what they are, please?15 Q.
I do not know the specific16 A .

the results of the investigation. from the17
results of the investigation maps were drawn18
showing contamination in the area and some of the19
contamination was outside of the so-called2 0
Gemeinhardt plume.21

Were any of those areas of contamination22 Q.
ever linked to specific facilities or to specific23

causes other than the one that was .linked to2 4

source, but

■ J6r-i<pn: .... 

fhV/J . ->2. S

Yes, I am.

Instruments was once located?
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1 Emerson?

I do not recall..2 A .

3 Q. Do you recall that various of the
4

potential additional source?5

I do .6 A. Yes ,

Can you tell us what evidence ENSR7 Q.
collected tending to show that there was a source8

of contamination at that facility?9

At the monitoring wells near the10 A . Yes .
11

in the up gradient side of the building and12

monitoring wells down gradient and these13

monitoring wells showed elevated levels of the14

chlorinated compounds of concern,15 TCE and TCA.
Was TCE present as well as TCA?16 Q .

A.17

18 Q.
collected or reviewed by ENSR in connection with19
its determination that Emerson represented an2 0

additional source?21

I guess if you can clarify what you mean22 A .
by any other data.23

Besides the data from the two monitoring2 4 Q.

reports do make reference to Emerson Music as a

To my knowledge, yes.

Emerson property, there was one monitoring well

Apart from that data, was any other data
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wells that you mentioned.1

2 This is to hisMR . DAVIS:
knowledge, since he was involved?3

4 MR . LAMBERT: Well , I don't know
what he5 I presume he's testifying on behalf
of whatever information or testifying with6

respect to whatever information ENSR collected at7

any point. He's the only ENSR person that's8

being produced,9

going to tell us what ENSR as an organization10

knows about the situation.11
12 MR . DAVIS:

his knowledge.13
14 To the best of myTHE WITNESS:
15

with metal manufacturing, I believe it was16

musical instruments also and the processes were17
s imi1ar. I believe they were similar and18
therefore, the potential for similar types of1 9
discharge of materials was there.20

2 1 BY MR . LAMBERT:

How long was the Emerson plant in22 Q.
operat ion?23

That I do not know.24 A.

■ '76'.

knowledge, the Emerson facility was also involved

I take it, so I presume he's

Yeah, to the best of



2 0
did you-have any1 Q . Do you have,

information that Emerson actually used either TCE2

3 or TCA?

I do not have that information.A.4

Maybe I can point5 MR . DAVIS:
something out here. I think there was work done6

by ENSR probably for our office before Mr. Urban7I ,

8

it may be that it was done prior to his9
involvement and he wasn't aware of10

Okay .11 MR . LAMBERT:
I just don't want the12 MR . DAVIS:

record to be misleading that ENSR never looked13

into certain aspects of it.14
15 BY MR . LAMBERT:

Yeah, okay. I'm just trying to get a16 Q.
sense of what it is exactly that ENSR did. So we17
can try to evaluate18

To the extent he does.MR. DAVIS:1 9
It's possible he doesn't know everything that20

that's all.ENSR did from 1985 to 1989,2 1

LAMBERT: Okay.MR .22

23 BY MR. LAMBERT;
Well, you have mentioned that they were2 4 Q.

some of it.

-.Tnc.

got involved that looked at things like that. So
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a metal manufacturing facility similar to1

Gemeinhardt. You mentioned that they were,2 you

thought there were elevated levels in a well3

immediately down gradient of the Emerson4

facility. Was there anything else that, is there5

anything else that you can think of that6

supported the conclusion that Emerson was a7

source of contamination in the area?8

It was documented in the .reports that9 A .

the contamination was noted and that the10

potential source, the Emerson or the CBA11

as it also may be referred to. As far12 property,

13

I do not know the details.was gathered,'14

Do you know whether any soil samplesQ.15

were ever taken on the Emerson property?16

I'm not aware of soil samples taken.17 A .
Do you, know whether anyone ever18 Q.

interviewed anyone in connection with Emerson19

operat ions ?20

I believe ENSR did interview the ownerA.21

His name was Rex Rife and inof the property.22

he told me that he knew oftalking to Mike Moore,2 3

I -would2 4

nc....  . -

.12. !

as the actual activities of how that information

him and talked to him. So therefore.
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gather that he talked to Mr. Rife about his1

activities on the site.2

3 Q.
told him concerning activities on the site?4

I don't recall.5 A .
6 Q . Have you ever seen anything in the ENSR

files relating to the discussion with Mr.7 Rife?
I don't recall.8 A.

Since you have been project manager has9 Q.
anything been done in order to further10

11

source of contamination at the CBA or Emerson12

property and if so,13 to try to understand the

nature of the source and its magnitude?14

The sequence of wells was such that15 A.
16

source of contamination was apparent and17
additional monitoring wells were installed18

sequentially to. help to define the source and the19
extent of contamination.20

From the CBA property?21 Q.
That's correct.22 A .
We're using CBA and EmersonQ.23

interchangeably.2 4

investigate whether or not there is or was a

Did Mr. Moore tell you what Mr. Rife had

from, in my interpretation of the reports, a

■ Ao/f /i,. ... /biMric/uM/it 

/'A
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. 1 A. Yes .

Why don't we try and use CBA?2 Q.
Okay .3 A.

4 MR . DAVIS: Emerson's back.
LAMBERT:5 BY MR.

Do you remember which wells were6 Q.
installed in order to assess the extent of the7

Emerson plume or the CBA plume?8

Well Number 7 is in the front yard,9 A .

which is just up gradient of the building.10 Well
Number 10 at the northwest side of the building.11

Is that a down?12 Q.
Which is down gradient'.13 A.

Okay .14 Q.
And Well Nest Number 18 is also down15 A .

16
Any others?17 Q.
There were other well nests installed18 A.

further down gradient that include, as I re ca11,19
would include Well Nest 11,20 13 , 17 .

But 10 and 18 were installedQ.21
specifically for the purpose of evaluating the22
extent of the plume' from Emerson?23

That's my understanding. I was not2 4 A.

gradient, several hundred feet down gradient.

... ...
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involved with the actual decision-making process.1

Apart from that work, has anything been2 Q.
done since you have been project manager to3

4

its extent?5

6 A. No .

To your knowledge has ENSR or anyone •7 Q .
else working with.ENSR collected information8
relating to the amount of volatile organic9
chemicals that were discharged or released from10

the Emerson facility?11
I do not know.12 A.
How about the concentration of materials13 Q.

that were released from the Emerson facility?14
I dot do not know.15 A .

Or the time period over which they were16 Q .
released?17

18 A .
some discussion of that in one of the ENSR19

but I'm not certain.20 reports,
Besides ENSR there was another company2 1 Q.

who was involved on behalf of the. I guess it's22
on behalf of CBS or Gemeinhardt, I'm not23 sure

on this proj ect, is that correct?which,2 4

better understand the nature of that source or

I am not certain, but I believe there is
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1 A. Yes .

What company is that?2 Q .

EIS Environmental Engineers .3 A .

Can you explain that what their role is4 Q .

vis-a-vis yours, vis-a-vis ENSR's?5

ENSR is the consulting engineer for the6 A.

EIS serves a role as a local consultant,site.7

local engineering firm for the client.8

Who does the planning with respect to9 Q.

the proj ect ?10

The duties have been shared for the site11 A .

investigation. ENSR has been the primary planner12

working with the client.13

Who's been responsible for the14 Q.

interpretation of data?15

ENSR has been responsible.16 A.

And has ENSR been responsible for theQ.17

modeling, as well?18

That's correct.19 A .

From whenever it was that ENSR firstQ.2 0

became■involved until today. there have been21

field invest igat ions done at or aroundvarious22

is .that correct?the Gemeinhardt facility.23

2 4 A . Yes .

ft;-//} ■ -
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Can you give me your best understanding1 Q.

2 In other
words,3 what came
after that? I'm not interested in reports right4

just in actual investigations5 in the field.now,

The work that was done going back to6 A.

This is before ENSR's time?7

Back to when?8 Q.
Before ENSR's time?9 A .

as much as you know. I'd just like10 Q. Yes ,
to get an overview.11«

The history of. the project as summarized12 A .

in some of the reports is that back in the early13
there, was a concern about elevated levels14 - 1980's,

of volatile organics in wells' nearby. There was15
also a concern about the wastewater discharge16
from the Gemeinhardt facility.17

Private wells were sampled in the18
area extending down gradient from the Gemeinhardt1 9

I believe those private wellsite.2 0
investigations extended probably as far as, i f ■21

not a little bit farther than the current22
location of Recovery Well Number 1, which is down23
Markle Avenue. Elevated levels of VOC's were2-4

ric.

^677) . )2. 'i-7y7''

of what they were in a sequential way? 
1 • " ■

what was the first, field work,
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found in these wells.1

At that point it was decided that2

these residents and businesses would be provided3

with clean water. I believe it was originally4

5

6

Who paid for that work?7 Q .
I believe EPA originally paid for it and8 A .

I should say bywas reimbursed by CBS9

Geme inhardt. At that time it's Gemeinhardt paid10
for that work. Then ENSR became involved in11

determining the nature of the contamination and12

the extent of the plume and was involved in the13
14

■ we Ils.15
A total of forty-three wells were16

Eighteen well17

nests were installed.18
some had.five wells.two we11s, The nests were19

installed at various locations along the presumed20
plume location and also to areas up gradient and2 1

to the side of the estimated location of the22

23
As these well nests were installed2 4

fbC.

plume ..
I

nyc

water mains being installed in the area.
with bottled water and then eventually with new

field investigations, installing monitoring

installed over the course of time.

Some of the well nests had
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1

the plume became better defined and additional2

wells were installed,3 such as Well Nests 17 and
18 were installed much later on in the sequence4

of event s.5

Were 17 and 18 the last monitoring wells6 Q.
installed?7

8 A .

9 Apart from whatever data was collectedQ.
10

weIls, was there any other data relating to11

either the soil conditions or the ground water12

conditions in the area of the facility collected13

by ENSR or EIS,working with- ENSR?14

For all the wells.15 when the. wells areA.

drilled. the geology and hydrogeology of the area16
1'7 is carefully observed and monitored to help

define the characteristics of the aquifer.18 Some
19
20

Some of this type of information is2 1

hydrogeological information. I'm familiar with22

it . I am not an expert in it. So my explanation23

may not be entirely correct in the types of2 4

as a result of the installation of monitoring

(677) i 7^76

I believe they were last, yes.

tests were done, slug tests to determine the
conductivity of the wells, of the aquifer.

and data were gathered, the nature and extent of
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things that they do, but when all these wells1

were drilled it was, it's a normal thing for the2

site investigators to define the characteristics3
4

clear a picture as possible can be put together5

of what the nature of the aquifer is.6 both from a
contamination point of view and hydraulics point7

of view.8
And that was done in this case?9 Q .
That's correct.10 A.
And the information that was collectedQ.11

from that exercise was accurately reported from12
the various reports?13

I have no reason to believe otherwise.14 A.

And apart from that work has ENSR or EIS15 Q.
collected any other data pertaining to conditions16
at Gemeinhardt or in the vicinity of17

And I'm talking about soil data orGemeinhardt ?18
ground water data.19

20 A .

was an extensive investigation of soil21

contamination.22
When was that done?.23 Q.

I believe,that was done.That was.24 A.

76C.

of the aquifer to the extent possible so that as

At the Gemeinhardt site itself, there
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beginning in 1984.1

It was done in stages?2 Q.
3 A.

What were the stages?4 Q .
There were certain locations at the5 A.

plant that were identified as problem area, dry6

wells at the plant where wash waters potentially7

contaminated with chlorinated solvents were put8
into these dry wells.9

About five of them, five dry wells?10 Q.
Five sounds right.11 A .

believe three of the dry wells were excavated and12

I believe that was at the end of 1984, possibly13

into 1985 where the heaviest contamination was14
presumed to be. Additional investigation was15
done on the site. Borings were' made of the soil16
in the area and additional contamination was17

found, primarily tetrachloroethylene. PCE we can18
call it .19

Q. PCE?2 0
I also may refer to it as PERK (phon.)21 A . /

but PCE is the material. That was found at22
23

concentration found in the soil borings was 552 4

Some of the, I

concentrations, I believe as the highest

Yes, it was.
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milligrams per kilogram.1

2 Q. So was there a soil investigation done
in connection with the removal of the first two3

or three dry wells?4

5 I can't recall exactly what was done atA.

that time to identify the dry wells as the6

7 problem areas.

Have you seen data that was generated8 Q.
with respect to the contamination associated with9

the soil that was removed as part of that10
operation?11

I believe I have seen data on that12 A.

I don't recall exactly which report thatsoil.13

would be in.14

And then you said that there was some15 Q.
additional data collected in connection with the16
removal of the remaining dry wells, is that17

right ?18
Additional data collected were the soil19 A.

20

site .21

22
clean up activity which involved soil vapor23
extraction to'remove residual contamination from2 4

_____

samples were taken, then Gemeinhardt undertook a

The sequence was after the, after.the soil
that was not removed, remaining soil at the
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the soil at the site.1

And that was primarily PCE? •2 Q .
A. That i s correct.3

Did it also include TCE and TCA?Q.4

The data that I saw showed very low5 A .

levels of those materials.6

Apart from the data that was collected7 Q.
in connection with those two projects,8 are you
aware of any other instance in which data with9

respect to either soil or ground water was10

collected by ENSR or by some contractor working11

under its supervision?12

I guess I would say that one area that13 A .

that I' did not mention- was in the start14 was not,

up of the ground water recovery treatment system,15
we did analyze the water.16

Was that data reported somewhere?17 Q .
18 A .

Where is it reported?19 Q.
I be1i eve,2 0 A .

21 January 1993.

Chris, do you know22 MR . LAMBERT:

whether that was provided to us?23

I don't think weDAVIS:24 MR .

('6 7/J . -,27 77>7/,

.... . ...
■ (((i.>7r. n. . (laMacAuacUi

In the monthly report of,
f"

Yes, it was.
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produced the monthly reports.1 I don' t think it's

2

the document request.3

4

all of them, because there's a lot.5 These things
went way back,6 to 1985.

Well , if it relates7 MR . LAMBERT:!

to the response action. then I think it's8

probably within the scope of the document9

10 reque s t.
Okay .11 MR . DAVIS:

I presume that that's12 MR . LAMBERT:

part of the response action.13
They were required14 MR . DAVIS:

under the EPA order. the first one.15
Right.16 MR . LAMBERT:

You'd like all ofMR . DAVIS:17
them?18

LAMBERT:1 9 MR .
particularly as soon as possible anything that2 0 .

contains data with respect to the ground water2 1

that was sampled in connection with start up of22

the extraction system.23

2 4 BY MR. LAMBERT:

publically available and we can provide some or

obvious to me that that was within the scope of

but they're certainly

I guess so, but
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When did the extraction system start up?Q.1

December of 1992.2 A.

We'll come back to that.-Q .3 Let me just
make sure that my list is complete at this4
point. In terms of data that's been collected,5

you talked about data that has been collected6

from monitoring wells installed by ENSR or under7

its supervision, you have mentioned geological8

type information that was collected in connection9
with the installation of the monitoring wells.10
you have mentioned sampling done of wells in the11
vicinity that were not installed by ENSR or EIS,12

you have mentioned soil analysis that was done in13

connection with two different response actions.14
Is there anything else you can think that of that15
was undertaken by ENSR or EIS that resulted in16
the generation of either soil or ground water17
data?18

There were additional samples from theA .19
existing wells that were taken and analyzed2 0
subsequent to the 1988 report.21

Paul.- Let me just pointMR . DAVIS:22
23

was also involved in early sampling and2 4

out that the witness tomorrow, who is from EIS,
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analytical report.1 I don't know to what extent

Urban is familiar with EIS's work which goes.2 Mr .

back to-1983, so I don't want to represent that3

he's necessarily knowledgeable about every data4

point that was gathered.5

6 Okay .MR . LAMBERT:
7 BY MR. LAMBERT:

Apart from the lists from before that I8 Q.
recited in my last question and apart from9

additional samples that were taken from the same10

monitoring wells, is there anything else that11
12

ground water investigation?13
14 A. No .

Is there a schedule for, that has been15 Q.
followed for the sampling of the monitoring wells16

that have been installed, a.quarterly or17

semiannual or monthly or something like that?18
1 9 A.

Is it quarterly?Q.2 0
The schedule as defined in the2 1 A . No .

monitoring planning plan for the system is that22
the recovery wells will be sampled quarterly and23
the monitoring wells will be sampled on a five2 4

you're familiar with in the nature of soil or

There is a schedule, yes.
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year basis.1

2 Q. Every five years?

That's correct.3 A.

Once every five years?■ Q.4

Once every five years.5 A.

When was the last time that the6 Q.
monitoring wells were all sampled?7

We did a base line analysis of all the8 A.

monitoring wells, I believe it was all the9

monitoring wells in September of 1992. I believe10
it was September, August, September.11 11 was
approximately a year ago.12

When was the last sampling done prior to13 Q .
that round?14

The last complete sampling round priorA.15
to that was probably in 198-8.16

Was there a partial between 1988 andQ.17
18 1992 ?

A.19
Was there one or more than one?Q.2 0
I know there was one where we selectedA.21

certain wells to help to evaluate the change if22
any in the plume characteristics.23

When was that done?Q.2 4

Yes, there was.

■ . '((wiMuVujacUi
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That was done,A.1

2 Q. Apart from that sampling, can you think
of any others other sampling rounds that3 were

4 other than what you
have mentioned?5

6 There were. there was one other samplingA.

period where we wanted to gather some additional7
’ 8 information on conventional pollutants for

evaluating the concerns of the.treatment system9

and we sampled a few select wells' at the center10

line of the plume to look at things like BOD,11
chloride sulfates.12

Did that also produce data with respect13 Q.
to VOC's?14

I don't believe that did.15 A.
Since you have been involved in the16 Q.

project have all of the samples been collected17
and handled and analyzed in a manner that's18
consistent with standard protocols for those19
tasks?20

A.2 1

You.mention that -sampling had been done22 Q.
of wells not installed by ENSR or by EIS,2 3
correct ?2 4

’7tC.

Yes, it has .

I be 1ieve, in 19 91.

done, either full or partial.
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A .1 That 's right.

How many wells have been sampled2 Q. over
the course of the project that you're aware of.3
that is non-ENSR wells?. 4

5 A . are
private wells for drinking water sources or for,6

7

I don't know the exact number of those8 presume.
I'm guessing it's on the order- of fifty.9 wells.
Is there a log or a list that described10 Q.

each of the wells thab has been sampled that you11

have seen?12

13 A. Yes .

Is it in one of the reports?14 Q .
15 A . Yes .

Do you recall which one it's in?16 IQ.
don't remember that.17

It either it's in one of the 198818 A .
either the preliminary or. the final19 reports.

20 report.
Do you know whether the depth’s of those2 1 Q.

the depths at which they're screened iswells.22

described in the reports?2 3.
I believe there is some description of2 4 A .

■ 'A-y/r-ib. ■

fw/J . 52. I /S7'i

in the case of industry, process water sources, I

The non-ENSR wells that- I refer to
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the screening if the information was available.1

Do you know whether the residential2 Q.
wells or the wells of other industrial .facilities3

in the are’a were used in connection with the4
5

plumes ?6

I did not develop the definition of the7 A.

but my understanding inextent of the plume,8

talking with the people involved is that these9

private wells were used for the initial screening10

of determining where to put the monitoring wells11
and then the monitoring well data were used to12

define the extent of the plume.13

You mention that work was done in, I14 Q .
think you said 1991 related to a reevaluation of15
the extent of the plumes. is that correct?16

17 A .
)of the plume.18

As opposed to the extent?19 Q .
A. Yes .2 0

the contamination was known to exist2 1

22
the contaminant level wascontamination.23

2 4

There was a reevaluation of the nature

/blMir/ubuMi

f/,7/^ . -,21

recall were,
.)and we wanted to determine whether that

attempt to define the extent of the plume or

>1^

The wells that we sampled, as I

changing, whether going up or whether going down.
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And was that for the purpose of1 Q.

evaluating the extent of the plume?2

It served the purpose of evaluating the3 A.

nature of the plume.4

was drawn was that the concentat ions have not5

significantly changed over the two or three year6

period since the previous sampling and therefore,7

the source was considered to be relatively8

9 constant.
Was residential well data considered in10 Q.

connection with that evaluation?11

.12 No .A.

resampled.13

So as far as you know the residential14 Q.
wells have not been used by ENSR in defining the15
nature and extent of the plume, but rather only16
in connection with deciding where to place17

18
That's correct. The way residential19 A .

wells were installed is there are, the procedures2 0
are potentially very different than the2 1

22
There's a need to know the exact screenthe23

interval to understand what the information means2 4

procedures for installing monitoring wells, as is

I don't believe the wells were

('677J ■

monitoring wells, is that fair?

If the, the conclusion that
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and there are many unknowns about the nature of■ 1

2

that were collected from those wells could not be3

used with any degree of confidence.4

Q. To the best of your knowledge,5 non
detects from residential wells were,6 have never
been used by ENSR to circumscribe or limit the7

way in which a plume has been depicted in a8
report ?9

Objection, leading.10 MR . DAVIS:

11 You may answer.

To my knowledge theyTHE WITNESS:•12
have not be used in that manner.13

BY MR . LAMBERT:14

nap I was asking you before about ENSR's15 Q.
investigation of other potential sources of16
contamination in the area and we talked about17

/ Emerson and you said that you thought that the18
data related to Emerson showed the presence of19

Has any investigation thatboth TCA and TCE .2 0
ENSR has done or which has been done under its21
supervision shown the likely existence of a22
source of PCE contamination other than23
Geme inhardt ?2 4

...

the residential wells, so therefore, any data
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I don't recall any sources of PCE1 A.

specifically identified other than Gemeinhardt.2

Can you recall any sources of TCE being3 Q.
specifically identified other than Gemeinhardt?4

The information from CBA site is what I5 A.

would recall specific mention of that. Also6

other sites in the area that potentially used7

these types of materials.8
Has ENSR or anyone working with it to9 Q.

your knowledge done anything to verify or to10
verify that other facilities in the area of used11
and discharged to the environment,12

13 PCE?
The plume maps that were drawn which14 A .

were based on the data that were collected showed15
plumes of chloronated solvents outside of the1 6
so-called Gymeinhardt plume.17

And those were drawn based upon ground18 Q.
19

That's correct.20 A .
My question is whether or not there is2 1 r-

22

23

2 4

(5. ..

water data that had been collected, correct?

ny information of an empirical nature, that is

information that was collected in the field at

specific facilities that showed that TCA, TCE or

TCA, TCE or
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PCE have been released by other facilities in the1

Gemeinhardt area?2

In one of the reports,A.3
exactly which one it is, I believe.1988 report,4

5
in the area that have the potential to. I'll say6
contaminate the ground water; (Number 1), because7

of their use of or potential use of solvents.8
(Number 2), because of the fact that there was no9

10

11
Apart from that information, is thereQ.12

any other information that’ you're aware of that13
14

out of the facilities in the area apart from what15
we've already discussed?16

One area farther off site. I don'tA .17
I believe18

they were a source of chlorinated solvents and I19
believe that's beyond the area that we're talking2 0
about.21

Anything else?Q.22
Nothing comes to mind right now.A .23

(Brief, recess)2 4

there is a map and listing of numerous facilities

I'm not sure

wells were common practice in the area.
sewer system in the area, so septic tanks and dry

recall the details, the Walerko Tool,

indicates that TCE, TCA or PCE have been released
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Would you mark as1 MR . LAMBERT:
2

3
1992?4

(Urban Exhibit No.* 0 * 3 .5
marked for identification.)6

BY MR . LAMBERT;7

This is actually only.part of thatQ.8
I copied the pages leading up to what !9 report.

had a question about.10
Okay .11 A .

12 Do. you recognize the document?Q .
I do .A . Yes ,13

Is this a report that was submitted whenQ.14
you were project manager?15

it was .Yes’,16 A .

It was submitted to EPA?Q.17
it was.A . Yes ,18

Relates to something you describedQ.1 9
earlier which is the remediation of soil that was2 0
left behind from the prior operation of the dry21

wells?22
IThat's correct.A .23

In the summary section on Page 2-1 itQ.2 4

Exhibit 3 a report entitled Summary Report Soil

Remediation with Soil Vapor Extraction, January

('>;//} . -jii i /S/'i
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says that two wells were excavated in 1984.1 I

/think before you had testified that maybe that2

"there were three that were excavated back then.3
4
5

Two were excavated in 1984.6 A. Of the
only one was removed.other three,7

Are two still in place?Q.8
I.believe two are still in place.9 A.
Have all been remediated?Q.10

the entire.A. Ye s ,11

Q.12

another?13
That's correct.14 A.
Would you look at the very last page ofQ.15

There is athe exhibit which is Table 3-1?16
17

18 r

another one that's 7/85. Can you explain what19
the different columns relate to. In other words,20
what is the 10/5/88 column?2 1

The 10/5/88, the date of theOkay .A .22
sampling and that was a sampling that was done23

in. 19 8 5,subsequent to the sampling that was done2 4

All been addressed in one way or

reference going across the top to 10/5/88 and 

then there is one after that,that is 7/85 and

fc/zJ . -,21

Do you remember now that two were^done in 1984, 
three were done just prior to 1992?
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which were the other two samples.1

Were exactly the same borings sampled in2 Q.
both time periods?3

4 A.

boring. You can sample close to the same5

locat ion.6

Was that what happened?Q.7

That's correct, but it was judged to be8 A.
9

Had anything been done to the soil that1 0 Q.
was sampled between 1985 and 1988 that you're11
aware of?12

Not that I'm aware of.13 A .
Was any sampling done after 1988 in the14 Q.

area of these borings?15
Yes.16 A.
Was that done after the soil vapor17 Q .

extraction work was completed or while it was18
being completed?19

2 0 A.
Can you explain what the difference isQ.21

between low level and medium?22
The results are presented that wayA .23

because of two different methods of analysis.2 4

• '76.

the same, the same designation of the sample.

Yes, it was.

You can't sample exactly the same
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I'm not an analytical chemist,1 . so I don't know
exactly what-.the implication is, but there were2

these two methods of analysis done in 1985 to3

4
in the soils. ■5

Can you provide us any help on what the6 Q.
difference is between low level and medium level?7

In the footnote here they do list the8 A.

two methods.9

Right,10 Q .
I still have a question.11

Okay .12 A.

I'm not an analytical chemist.again, but the13
methanol method was something that's being14

considered by certain people to improve the15
capture of volatile organics in soil samples and16
that's the only insight I can offer on those two17
at this point.’18

19 Q.
the last of the solvents used at the Gemeinhardt2 0
facility that was actually discharged with2 1

wastewater to the dry wells?22
That's my understanding.23 A.
And that was preceded by TCA and TCA wasQ.2 4

ft;//} 2212^7',

presumably get a better understanding of what was

I read that, too,- but that's why

It's correct, is it not, that PCE was

The difference, I believe, and
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preceded by TCE?1

That's my understanding.2 A.

And is it also your understanding that3 Q.
the PCE was used roughly from 1980 until whenever4

it is the discharge stopped, somewhere around the5

end of 1984?6
As I recall, 1980 was probably7 A .

reasonable start date of the PCE.8

And do you remember that or do you9 Q.
remember reading at least that the start date for10

TCA was around 1972?11

That's what I recall.12 A .
The start date for TCE is described as13 Q.

sometime in the 194O's. Can you be any more14
precise as to when TCE was first discharged?15

16 A . No .

Do you know when the plant started up?17 Q.
All I can say is that the report says18 A.

that the plant began operation somewhere in the19
194O's is what I recall the report saying.2 0

To your knowledge has ENSR made anyQ.21

effort to determine exactly when in the 194O's it22
started up?23

To my knowledge the information that's24 A .

7LC.a/ri^ .yii.

■) . 52. i -^6
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in the report is all that ENSR knows.1

Have any of the efforts to determine the2 Q .
extent of the TCE plume from the Gemeinhardt3

facility taken into account when the TCE4

discharge first began?5

I'm not sure I understand your question.6 A.

ENSR has made various evaluations of the7 Q .
extent of the plumes that actually emanate from8

the Gemeinhardt facility as opposed to plumes9

that might be coming from somewhere else,10 is that
11 correct ?

That's correct.12 A.

In the course of those evaluations has13 Q .
one of the factors that has been taken into14

is one of the factors that has been15 account,
taken into account when it was that TCE was first16
discharged?17

In one of the ENSR reports there was a18 A .
modeling study that was described that attempted19
to show how a plume could progress with the2 0
discharge at the Gemeinhardt modeling site. The2 1

modeling results are provided in that report and22
I am not familiar with thethat the modeling23

but I understand that to be takingdetails of it,24

yu>.
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into consideration the geology and1

hydrogeological characteristics of the aquifer.2

But the question is whether it took into3 Q.
account when the discharge started?4

5 I don't know for sure.A . I believe it
did, because the results did attempt to show the6

progression of a plume over-a period of time.7

And do you know what date was assumed8 Q.
for the start of the TCE discharge?9

No, I do not know.10 A .
11 Q .

but it doesn't mention TCA or TCE.12 Can you

explain why it is that Table 3-1 only deals with13

PCE and not the other two contaminants?14

The data from these borings showed PCE15 A .
much, much greater than the other two16

As I recall. the levels of TCE and17 components.
TCA were either non-detect or at much, much lower18
levels.19

2 0 Q .
. what had happened to the TCE and TCA that had21

gone into the same dry wells?22
I don't recall any hypotheses as to what23 A .

might have happened.24

7U>.

/y/'i

Did ENSR develop a working theory as to

Table 3-1 reports on PCE, concentrations
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What is your understanding as to how the1 Q.

three contaminants made their way into the dry2

wells?3

My understanding is that there was aA.4

disposal system with underground piping to each5

of the dry wells and the wash waters were6
disposed of in this drainage system. I don't7
recall whether it was inside the facility or8
outside the facility where the actual drain was.9

How did the solvents get into the10 Q .
wastewater?11

My understanding of their process is12 A.
that they used the solvents for degreasing the13
materials that there manufacturing, these musical14
instruments and the instruments are then washed15
with water and the water washes off the solvents16
and becomes dissolved or entrained in the water17

and the water is what was disposed of.18
To your knowledge did ENSR ever try toQ.19

learn how, much wastewater was discharged to the2 0
dry wells on either a daily basis or weekly basis2 1

22

A.23
believe there was an assessment of the amount of2 4

V

or hourly basis or any other basis?

_____ .yiir,.

6, /;} ,2. ) /

I don't recall any numbers, but I
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1

develop some kind of an estimate of the volume of2

water discharged.3

Q . Do you remember where that is to be4

found?5

I believe there was a discussion of that6 A .
7

8 I don't recal1
exactly what was discussed.9

I remember the discussion of the10 Q.
but the only number that I've11 process,

2,500 gallon, I think per day number that appears12

in one of the orders and I wondered whether or13

not and where the source of that number is14

described. I.wonder if there is someplace you15

could direct me to so I could look to find out16
how much water was discharged as best as anybody17

18 can say.
I don't recall. I'd say the fact that19 A.

they did truck the water off site for athere,2 0

period of time after the dry wells were closed2 1

and the fact that they did design a wastewater22

23
some estimate of the volume of water that was2 4

seen is a

reports, but quite frankly.

water, the nature of the washing activity to

treatment facility for this water, that there was

in the 1988 reports, the preliminary or final



53
generated.1

2 Can you provide me with that,-Q. do you
know?3

I do not have that information.A.4 My
guess is that Mr. Nye of EIS who you will be5

talking to tomorrow will have that information6

readily available.7

Do you know whether ENSR has ever tried8 Q.
to estimate how much actual solvent went down the9

dry wells in pounds or gallons?10
11 A .

three years ago, but I don't believe that we have12

ever done any kind of a firm calculation of the .13
amount of material.14

You never tried to do a mass balance15 Q.
calculation or anything like that?16

'That's correct.17 A.
Have you ever tried to find out how muchQ.18

solvent Gemeinhardt purchased on a yearly basis19
or monthly basis to help try to .understand how2 0

much might have gone down the drain?21

I'm not aware of any such activity.22 A.
To your knowledge has the modeling thatQ.2 3

has been done taken into account either the24

I recall some discussion of that- two or

____
■ , JiaMtu-AuMMi
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volume of the wastewater discharge or the amount1

of solvent or the concentration of solvent that2

would.have gone down into the dry well system?3

My understanding of the modeling is that4 A.
5

6
7
8

aquifer is that the volume of water that they9

were discharging would have negligible impact10 on
any of the water flow regimes in the aquifer.11

Was the answer to my question no.12 Q . that
the question was whether any, whether it was13

taken into account on whether the amount of14

wastewater or the amount of the solvents was15
taken into account in the modeling?16 I think
you're saying the water was not. Do you know17
whether the solvents were taken into account, the18
volume of the solvents or mass of solvents?19

My answer is that I do not know.2 0 A . My

understanding of the modeling is that it probably21

was not taken into account.22
How deep is the ground water beneath the23 Q.

2 4

7CO.

ff, //J . f

hydrogeologist, but my understanding of the

Gemeinhardt facility, approximately?

it did not, although I'm not positive on that.

understanding of the aquifer, I'm not a
but regarding the volume of water, my
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1 A .

fourteen, fifteen feet below the surface.2

3 Q. How deep were the dry wells?
I don't recall exactly,4 A. but I seem to

recall something on the order of about six feet5

deep , but I am not sure of that.6

Was there a gravel seepage bed at the7 Q.
Gemeinhardt facility?8

There is a septic field or a leach field9 A .

of sorts at the north side of the building.10 The
dry wells, I believe the construction was a11
gravel bed, but beyond that. I'm not aware of the12

details.13

Do you know what an injection well is?Q.14

15 A. Yes .

What's an injection well?16 Q.
Injection well is where water is pumped17 A.

into a well and the well is screened such that18
the water could then flow into the aquifer.19

Is there any difference in terms of howQ.2 0

an injection well would operate and a dry well21

would operate with respect to impact of the22
material put into the well upon the aquifer?23

In the sense that any liquid put into2 4 A.

It varies, but it's approximately
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the well will in fact flow into the aquifer, they1 /
are the same. The fact that this dry well may2

have been, or is to my knowledge above the water3
table, the flow would. from the well would tend4

to be downward as opposed to an injection well5

that is installed in the aquifer.6 Then the flow
out of the injection well would then be outward.7

more of a horizontal plane.8

Next I'd like to have9 MR ; LAMBERT:
marked as Exhibit 4 an excerpt from a document10
called Design Report for Ground Water Recovery11

and Treatment System,12 June 1991.

(Urban Exhibit No.13 * 0 * 4 ,
marked for identification.)14

BY MR. LAMBERT:15
Would you identify this as a report that16 Q.

ENSR prepared and submitted to ERA?17

I do .Yes ,18 A .

This was done during your tenure?19 Q.
20 A. Yes.

Would you look at Figure '2-2, it's onQ2 1
This figure shows the locations of22 Page 2 - 3 .

three different recovery wells and my question to23
you is whether or not the recovery wells that are2 4

1

_____
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now operating were installed in the- locations1

shown in this figure?2

They are essentially correct.3 A .

say that the Recovery Well Number 2 is- more4

towards the west,5 towards towards the- left in
6

Krieghbaum and Hively Avenue.7

So it's closer to the Krieghbaum and8 Q.
Hively, but still in the same block?9

10 A .

Were you involved in the decision-making11 Q .
as to where the wells would be placed?12

13 A.

Could you explain the rationale for14 Q.
placing the three wells where they were placed15 I

1 6
RW- 1?17
like to have a brief summary of the rationale.18

19 Okay . The wells needed to be placedA .
within the plume area that was identified. The2 0
reason for having three wells is primarily to do2 1

these things. Recovery Well Number 3 intent was22
to capture the contamination reasonably close to23

Recovery Well Number 2 originallythe source.2 4

Starting with RW-3 and then working back to
1

Not a lengthy explanation.'

1
I would

Yes, I was.

Yes, it is.

Just, I'd just

this drawing, but still within that corner of
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was intended to be down gradient, which would be1.

to the north or up in this drawing of the CBA2

building shown in the drawing with the intent of3

capturing the known contamination at that site.4
5 At the CBA site?Q.

At the CBA site,6 A .

plume showed high concentrations in that area.7

The intent would be that the Recovery Well Number8

2 would help to capture that material .9 Recovery
Well Number 1 was located to capture the leading10

edge of the plume.11

Do you recall where the leading edge of12 Q.
the plume was envisioned to be at the time that13

the recovery well was planned for that location?14

Directly across the street from Recovery15 A .

16

because it's to the south is Monitoringdrawing,17

Well Number 17 and that well came up clean when18

we sampled that well. That was installed later1 9

Up gradient of that wellon in the process.•2.0
2 1

assumption or the interpretation of that data was22

that the plume had not yet reached Recovery Well23

Number 1 location and therefore. the well was2 4

— ‘'(Sy.. ■

there was contamination detected, so the

in other words, the

Well Number 1, which would be down in this
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located there to capture the plume.1

When you say the plume had not yet2. Q.
reached that location,3 are you referring to the
Gemeinhardt plume or are you referring to some4

combined plume?5

Because of the nature of the6 A.
contamination here,7

can't differentiate between the sources.8

Apart from,the Well Nest 17,9 Q. was there
.any other basis for believing that the combined10
plume stopped short of Recovery Well Number 1?11

There was. There were other monitoring12 A .

wells that indicated concentrations of or13

concentration or lack of these contaminants.14
Monitoring Well Number 11,15
south and the east of that well showed some level16
of contamination. Recovery Well Number 13 to the17
north of that well showed no TCE or PCE.1 8 In one
of the samples it did show .some level of 1,1,119

In subsequent samples it showed either non-20 TCA.
detect or very low levels of any of the2 1

22 components.
extent of the plume, was judged to be. not yet at23

2 4 RW- 1 .

7,

it's a combined plume. We

I believe, was to the

Based on this information, the
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Do you know how deep in the aquifer the1 Q .
three wells were screened?2

I don't know exactly. I know we have3 A.

information that describes what the screening of4

these wells was.5

Do you recall how the depths of the6 Q.
How did you decidescreens were determined?7

where the screens would go?8
That decision is left to the9 A.

hydrogeologist and what he or she believes is10
appropriate for what we know at that point and11

what we still need to know at that point, so that12
those decisions were made by a hydrogeologist.13

I'm referring now to the recoveryQ.14

we Ils.15
Oh, the recovery wells.16 A.

Q. Yes .17
I'll back up. The recovery18 A . I'm sorry.

well is screened through the entire depth of the19
aquifer and by that, I believe the screen depth20
for that well is. I believe it's 75 feet of21

There is a drawing in this that does22 screen.

2 3 list that.
If you turn to Page 2-8 do you see that2 4 Q .

B
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in the middle paragaph, .the reference to 75 feet,1

125 feet and 75 feet?2

That's correct.3 A.

Are those numbers correct in the senseQ .4

that that was actually done when the wells were5

put in?6
To my knowledge, yes. that is what was7 A .

instailed.8
Turn back to Page 2-6 and there's a9 Q.

reference there in Table 2-1 to the estimated10
concentrations of VOC at recovery wells.11 Can you
tell me how those numbers were arrived at?12

These numbers are intended to be design13 A.
concentrations for the purpose of designing a14
recovery and treatment system that will continue15
to meet the discharge requirements. Therefore,16
the concentrations of each component were17
conservatively estimated based on the highest18
concentrations that were detected up gradient of19
the particular recovery well.2 0

Look at RW-1 and could you explain to me2 1 Q .
how the 2,000 for TCA and 700 for TCE were22
derived?23

They're.based on the up gradientA.2 4

(fi//} .52.}
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by up gradient, it would be up- gradient up- Now,

to the point of the next well, up gradient.3

So what you're saying is that 2,000Q.4

parts per billion of TCA would have been the5

highest concentration observed between the6

locations of Recovery Well 2 and Recovery Well 1?7

That was the original approach to.8 A.

dealing with this. Now, that original approach9
was based on the'location of the wells. the10
recovery wells in the original thinking which11
Recovery Well Number 2 would have been down12

With the13

14
15

16
engineering judgment based on the capture zone of17
the wells and the distances down gradient and18
that type of thing.19

What was the rationale for moving the20

2 1

Emerson to up gradient of Emerson?22
It was a matter of access to the-site toA.23

It's all private property in’theinstall a well.2 4

.32!

1

2

the actual mechanism of choosing this
concentration then involved a certain amount of

concentrations of these, of these components.

Q-.
Recovery Well Number 2 from down gradient of the

gradient from the CBA property.

relocation of the well. Recovery Well Number 2,
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1 area..

You said that the recovery system2 Q.
started in December of 1992?3

That's correct.4 A .

And I think you said that the plan ■5
called for ENSR to report concentrat ions' at the6
recovery wells on a quarterly basis, is that7

right ?8

The monitoring plan states that we will9 A.

monitor on a quarterly basis and we will report10
on an annual basis.11

So the monthly reports don't have thisQ.12
data in them yet?13

The monthly reports are no longer beingA.14

issued at EPA's, I would say permission. That's15 .
not the right word, but we're no longer issuing16
the monthly reports.17

Has the data from the recovery wellsQ. ■18
been reported to EPA yet?1 9

Only from the start up period.A.2 0
I believe it was the last monthly reportthe ,2 1

as we mentioned previously,' thethat was issued.22
data from the recovery wells is included in that.23

is thatWhen you say start up period.Q .2 4

.32.1 6

r
Q .

We, in
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December of 1992?1

Tha t's right.A.2

So there's only been one set of dataQ.3
that has been collected and reported from the4
recovery wells, is that right?5

That's correct.6 A .

And we would find that in the monthly7 Q .
for January?8 report

A .9
Any chance of havingMR . LAMBERT:10

that here tomorrow for the next gentleman along?11

I'll try, but I don't12
know that this witness. Mr.'Nye will be13
knowledgeable about it. but I'll see if I can dig14
i t out.15

I'd like to ask the16 MR . LAMBERT:

reporter to mark with the next exhibit number a17
document called Final Report Hydrogeological18
Investigation and Hazard Evaluation prepared by19
ENSR in October of 1988.20

(Urban Exhibit No.*0* 5 ,2 1
marked for identification.)22

BY MR. LAMBERT:23
This is an excerpt from that document.Q.2 4

MR. DAVIS:

I believe it was January, yes.
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I believe it's everything but the appendices.1

Are you familiar with this document?2

3 A.

This was prepared before you becameQ .4

involved, I t ake it?5

That's right.6 A.

But .are you familiar with its contents?Q.7

8 A.
Did you review it for purpose in9 Q.

preparation for the deposition?10
11 A .

12 Q .
purposes for the hydrogeological investigation as13
described in the report was to determine the14
extent of the off site contamination derived from15
the Gemeinhardt facility?16

I believe that was the purpose.A.17
And this report contains an analysis of18 Q.

does it not?that subj ect,19
it does.Yes ,2 0 A .

And that analysis was based upon all of2 1 Q.
the data that was collected up to the time that22
the report was issued, is that correct?23

in this document the samplingActually,2 4 A.

Yes, I am.

Am I correct that the, that one of the

Yes, I did.

Yes, I am.
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from Well Nests 17 and 18,1

included in some of the analyses .2

And when was the data from those two3 Q .
well nests available?4

I believe they were collected and the5 A.

samples were collected and the analyses were6

completed in September of 1988.7

And the data from those well nests8 Q .
including analytical data is reported in the9

10 report ?

11 A .
And are you saying that even though the12 Q.

it was not taken into account?data was reported,13
It was not taken into account on some ofA.14

some of the sub parts of this report.the ,15
Why is that?Q.16

A. I do not know why not.17
How do you know that it wasn.' t takenQ.18

into account?19
In discussions with the hydrogeologist20 A..

that prepared parts of this report.21
Is that Mr. Moore?Q .22
Mr. Moore.A.23
Did he tell you why it wasn't taken intoQ.2 4

I believe it is, that's correct.

I believe, are not



1 account ?

I don't recall why it may not have been2 A .

taken into account except that the way reports3
this report probably began inare prepared,4

of 1988 and maps were drawn5

based on the data that were available at the time6

and it goes through certain review cycles and7

updates and changes and the data that came in on8
the other well nests came in at the last minute9

I'm only guessingand my guess is that10
based on the nature of trying to get a report11

the data from those two wells were not12 out ,
included in every part of the analysis of the13

14 report.
Weren't those two wells installed withQ.15

the specific purpose of trying to determine the16
extent of the plumes from Number 1, Geme inhardt17
and Number 2 , Emerson?18

They were installed with the intent of19 A .
determining the extent of contamination for the2 0
purposes of determining extent and also21

evaluating remedial alternatives.22
Have you actually asked Mr. Moore why23 Q .

the data from those two wells was not taken into2 4

August, is my guess.
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account in the analysis?1

2 A.

3
asked him exactly what you have stated, but we4

have discussed why these data would not be5

included and as I recall, the discussion6
7

did he tell you that or are youWell,Q.8
speculating that that might have been the reason?9

I don't recall him exactly saying in10 A.

11

that I am speculating.basis.12
I'm a little bit confused now. Did you13 Q .

ever specifically inquire as to'why the data from14
Well' Nests 17 and 18 were not taken into account15
in the analysis that was submitted to EPA under16

17
I have inquired. The reason why I would18 A .

in designing the treatmentinquire is that I,19
system and trying to determine where the Recovery2 0
Well Number 1 should be, I needed to.know theI 2 1

extent of contamination and understand where to22
I had theplace the well and for that'reason.23

I don't recall the exact nature ofdiscussions.2 4

V

'fir..

it was
basically that I have just given to you.

I don't recall if I

the heading Final Report?

(677J ■ S 7-^7''i

We have talked about.it.

those words, so I would have to say that on that

I don't recall tl^e exact conversation.
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the discussions as to exactly why they were not1

included in here, but I know that Mr. Moore and I2

3
the implication of those additional data4

the extent of contamination.5

Do you know whether the data from either6 Q.
7 i n

the. modeling that was described in the October8

In other words, do you know whether9 1988 report?
it was taken into account for any purpose?10

I'm not aware that the11 A. I guess to
clarify, the plume If by modeling, are you12

referring to the plume maps?13

That were generated’ by the modelingQ.. 14
exercise.15

Okay . There are plume maps that are16 A .
17

were also modeling, separate modeling runs that18 r

were conducted. I do not know how the data were1 9
incorporated if at all into that informati.on20

In my discussions withexcept on the plume^ maps.2 1

I understood that they were notMike Moore,22
included in the development of the plume maps.23
The plume maps are actually hand drawn. Those2 4

are on

generated by evaluation'of the data and there

/6//7 .

did discuss the, these additional data and what

of those wells was taken into account at all
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1 are not computer generated maps. So there was an

evaluation there of the data and they were not2

included in that.3

Look at Figure 1-1.4 Q. Can you tell us how
the site area boundary was arrived at?5

6 I think theA . No,.I can't.
7 MR . DAVIS: Don't speculate if you

don't know.8

Okay, fine.9 THE WITNESS:

10 BY MR. LAMBERT:
Would you look at Page 1-6?Q. At the11

bottom of the indented portion of the text there12

is a sentence which says that the dissolved PCE13

can be traced to a point approximately 1,500 feet14

north northwest of the site. My question is15
whether that distance, if you know,16
conclusion of the hydrogeologist who drew the17

plume map or whether that was derived from the18
modeling that was done?1 9

I believe:that was'derived from the20 A.
analyses of the monitoring wells.2 1

Has ENSR ever estimated the number ofQ.22
feet per year that either ground water moves at23

through this area or that the VOC's that we've2 4

'flC.

was a

__  . ..J.cbnyv



11

been talking about move at through the area?1

According to the reports,2 A. they've

estimated the distance that ground water will3

travel in a year.4

And what distance is that?Q.5

As I recall, the number was6 A .
approximately 150 feet per year.7

Is that the same for each of the three8 Q .
compounds ?9

That's the ground water.10 A . The movement
This is a fate andof contaminants can vary.11

transport type of a question that I am not12
13

that retardation factors can reduce the speed at14

15
16 ground water.

Did the data that came from MonitoringQ.17

Wells 17 and 18 lead to any revision in the18
estimate as to the extent of the PCE plume for19
from the Gemeinhardt property?20

PCE was not detected in either of thoseA.2 1
to my knowledge.monitoring wells. to my22

and therefore. there was no changerecollection.23
in the assessment of PCE plume.2 4

)

which a particular contaminant will move in the

qualified to answer, but what I understand is
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So the estimate that appears on. Page 1-61 Q.

of 1,500 feet is still the working number as far2

as ENSR is concerned?3

As far as ENSR is concerned, considering4 A .

the time that's passed.5 but essentially.
Right.6 Q.
Right.7 A .

And how many years had PCE been8 Q .
discharged at the time this report was written?9

If disposal began in 1980 and these10 A.

11

potential for eight years.12

And that would be approximately how many13 Q.
feet per year for PCE?14

Approximately 200.15 A .
Has ENSR done any work with respect to16 Q .

trying to differentiate the rate of transport of17

18 PCE versus TCE versus TCA?

This is an area that I am not well19 A .
versed in in terms of fate transport,s so I do2 0
not know specifically what ENSR has done.2 1
although I would say that these contaminants are22
commonly found at various sites and ENSR has been23
doing a lot of work in fate and transport of2 4

______ ... a/fiyc

ft;//} . -,2. } /s76

This was in 1988?

analyses were done in 1988, then there's a
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these materials.1

2 Q. Have you heard any discussions'since you
have been involved in this project with respect3

to whether it would be reasonable to expect4 one
5

slower than any of the other three?6

I don't recall any specific discussions.7 A.

Has any investigation been done that8 Q.
you're aware of to determine whether there are9

any parts of the aquifer down gradient of10

Gemeinhardt that would inhibit the transport of11
contaminants with the ground water?12

Before he answers, let13 MR . DAVIS:
me just point out that this is a subject that's14

being looked at by our experts and may be the15
subject of expert testimony.16

BY MR. LAMBERT:17
18 Q. Now you can answer.

I'm not a hydrogeologistOkay . Again,19 A .
and I don't know the implications of all the2 0

In' terms of thehydrogeological investigations.21

plume map, there is an apparent change in the way22
the plume seems to be moving. but there's no23
clear explanation as to why that might be.2 4

or the other of the three to move faster or
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1 Q.

is you're referring to?what it2

At the CBA property there appears to be,3 A.
in the way the plume maps are drawn. there4

appears to be a slight shift in the movement of5
the plume based on the limited data that were6

7

When you say based on a shift in the8
are you referring to the direction or9 movement,

the rate?10.

it is probablyFrom my understanding.A.11
the direct ion.12

to move a little more towards13 Q. It seems
the north and a little less towards the west?14

That information is based on.15 A. Correct.
it's my understanding it's based on the data from16
Monitoring Well Number 10.17

Has ENSR done any analyses or18 Q.
I investigation as to what might account for that?19

I do not know.20 A .
None that you're aware of?21 Q.
None that I'm aware of.22 A .
You said that the 1,500 foot limit for23 Q.

PC'E came not from the modeling. at least to the24

Can you explain in a little more detail

available to draw that map.

Q .
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best of your knowledge, but rather from the1

analysis of some hydrogeologist who was working2

without a model, is that right?3

That's my understanding.4 A .

Q.'5

6

7

8 A .

was Well Nest 12 or Well Nest 7 that would have9
shown that. I don't recall if PCE did show up in10

Well Nest 7 or not.11

Throughout the report there are various12 Q .
references to the limits of plumes and I wanted13

to know whether or not, when the report refers to14

the limit of a plume. it is purporting to15
describe the point at which one would get a non-16
detect if one were to sample there as opposed to. 17
whether, as opposed to a point where one would18
get some other reading which.was deemed to be19
somehow insignificant. Do you know the answer to2 0
that ?2 1

My understanding of the extent of the22 A.

plume at the far end is that it was based on a23
non-detect.2 4

Can you tell me whether there was some

particular well or wells that were taken into

• , (ioMacAwlMi
('677J >2. 7 7^76

account in■arriving at that 1,500 foot estimate?

If you recall, the extent of the

I don't recall which well, whether it
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plume as shown as dotted lines on some of the1

drawings and that's because we don't know exactly2

where up gradient of Monitoring Well Number 173

that the plume extends to, but because of the4
detects in 17, it was interpreted that5 non - we ,

the plume did not extend that far. With regard6

to the PCE plume. I do not know the exact7

rationale behind it. because I don't recall8

whether Well Nest 7 had PCE in-it, but once9
10

hydrogeologist and I was not directly involved in11
the decision-making process.12

Would you turn to Page 2-3 and read the13 Q.
paragaph at the bottom to yourself? If. you need14

to, you can look back to read more to get the15
16 context.

Let me tell you what my question is17
and then you can take a minute to read back if18
you need to.19

All right.20 A .

It refers in the very last line to the21 Q .
site and the site is used in different ways in22

What I'd like todifferent parts of the report.23
know is whether the site there refers to the2 4

again, this was an activity that was done by the
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Gemeinhardt facility?1

Based on the information here and the,2 A.

my knowledge of the concentrations detected at3

both the CBA sites and at the Gemeinhardt4

presumably in Well Nest Number 5, the5 property,
site in this case referred to the Gemeinhardt6

that would be my understanding.7 property,
Would you look at Page 2-4, please.8 Q.

Would you look at the bottom two bullets?9

Okay .10 A.
Where are Well Nest 17 and 18 screened?11 Q .
I don't know the exact depths.12 A.
It says at the bottom of Page 2-4 that13 Q.

the purpose of these well locations was to14
investigate for the northern boundary of ground15
water borne VOC near the bedrock surface. Do you16
recall that they were screened near the bedrock17

surface ?18
As I recall, they are screened One19 A.

of the wells in each nest is screened near the2 0
I don't know exactly how close,bedrock surface.2 1

but the Well Nest 17 has another screened area22
I believethat's well above that. Well Nest 18,23

I don't recall exactly.it's a three well nest.2 4

... . ....

(67^J .-yZ'f-AV'y
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and that would be again screened at two different1

levels, well above the bottom of the well.2

Would you turn to the next page and look3 Q .
at the third bullet? Is it still your testimony4

that to the best of your knowledge,5

6

the analysis of the extent of the plumes?7

I think he may haveDAVIS:8 MR .
referred to particular figures.9

I think he referredMR . LAMBERT:10

11
Go ahead.MR . DAVIS:12

We can get to theMR . LAMBERT:13
easily enough.bottom of that,- though.14

BY MR . LAMBERT:1.5
Does it refresh your recollection thatQ .16

it was taken into account in the analysis?17
The evaluation- of the extent of the18 A.

It was not taken intoplume, it was taken19
in the f igures. I don't recall if it was2 0 account

explicitly taken into account in a narrative on2 1
the extent of the plume.22

It's taken into account on Page 2-5,2 3 Q .
isn't it?2 4

. '76. '76//

to figures, but he also referred to the analysis.

data from Well 17 was not taken into account in
at least, the
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1 That no VOC were detected in Well NestA .

17 .2
How do you know that it wasn't takenQ.3

into account in the drawing of the plumes4

associated with this report?5

When I6 A.

Do you want to look at7 MR . DAVIS:
the drawing?8

I think I9 THE WITNESS: No ,
This was done before my timerecall. When I10

on the project. When I looked at the plume maps11
and tried to understand how they were drawn, the12

question arose whether I raised it, whether13
14

asking, trying to understand what was done and15
what the sequence of events was and to my16
recollection. that's how it was. it was brought17
to my attention that the data from Well Nest 1718
was not incorporated into the plume maps .1 9

20 BY MR . LAMBERT:

When did you find that out?Q.21

I can't recall exactly whether it was22 A.
I'm guessing in 1992.It was probably in.23

Can I reevaluate?No .2 4

('6/7j .y2.i-7S7/i

somebody brought it up, that's where I was
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1 Q. Sure .

2 A.

it, .it would have come while we were trying to3
understand the location and pumping rates of the4

Recovery Well Number 1 and in order to understand5
what was going on and how much we had to pump, I6

needed to look at the plume maps. so that's7

I don't know the exact date. but I'm thinking it8
may have been somewhere in the order of 1991.9

Is it your belief that all of the plume10 Q .
maps and all of the modeling maps contained in11
this report are erroneous for failure to include12
the data from Monitoring Well 17?13

A. . No .14

15
two monitoring wells.16

Maybe, I should look at these.these correct17
but I believe it was the TCE map tshe data from18
Well Nest 18 was consistent with the map and as19

2 0
extent of the plume was not as far as Well Nest2 1

there would be no need toso therefore.2 2 17,
change that map.. 23

I

in terms of Well Nest 17 data.right,2 4

/(A.

A-i/r-rt. .. (lioMac/uuM

I'm thinking. , If I can put a date on

was the, in that plume map. in this report, the

The TCE map, if I got
all, the PCE map, there is no impact from those

as I recall, in terms of

In redoing the plume maps, first of
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You're saying that the TCA map remained1 Q.

the same? .2

3 A . TCE .

The TCE remained the same?Q.4

TCE would have remained essentially theA. .5

I believe additional data makes some6 same .

slight changes, but the extent.of the plume stays.7

basically the same. The TCA map. the 1,1,1 TCA8

map there were changes made and the nature of9

those changes was that Well Nest 17 indicated10

that the plume had not yet reached that distance11

and therefore. the map was redrawn to show the12

extent of the plume to be upgraded, but the13

furthest extent of the plume be up gradient of14

Well Nest 17.15

This- is the TCA plume?16 Q.

I hope I have thatThe TCA plume.17 A.

right. I believe I have that correct in terms of18

MaybeI'll check the model.the Here we go.1 9

I should confirm that before Okay, TCA plume2 0

was changed. that's right.2 1

To be shorter?Q.22

To be shorter.• 23 A.

Was TCE detected in Well Nest 17?Q.24
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A. In the 1988 samples it was not.1

Q. Subsequently?2
A. Subsequently there were trace amounts of3

TCE detected.4

5 MR . DAVIS: Excuse me. What well
6 are we at?

7 MR . LAMBERT: 17 .

As I recall,8 THE WITNESS: there
was a trace of TCE detected at Well Nest 179 i n
subsequent sampling.10

BY MR .11 LAMBERT:

Would you look at Figure 3-4?Q.12

one of three figures that show a seventy year13

simulation for the three plumes, is that right?14
15 A . Yes .

Do you know why the simulation was cutQ.16
off at the point where it was cut off?17

Do you mean the furthest extent?A.18
at the down gradient.Q.1 9 Yes ,

That line? I do not know.A.2 0
Do you know why the 200 ppbQ.2 1

concentration was used to reflect the outer22
lateral extent of the plume?23

I am not a ground water modeler. IA.2 4

ft>O.

■ A-.i/r-n,. ■. .//flMluVuiMMi
r/e.

This i s
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don't know exactly why 200.1 My guess is with the
modeling has a certain level' of accuracy that to2

try and go beyond anything like 200 would be3

trying to show more than the models can really4

do,.based on the limited information available.5

Is that your understanding or is that, a6 Q.
7 guess?

That's my understand8 A. Based on my
limited knowledge of the modeling, that's my9

hypothesis.10
You're not allowed toMR . DAVIS:11

12 guess.

1.3 BY MR. LAMBERT:

Do you have any understanding based uponQ.14
discussions, did you ever ask anybody why it was15
done that way?16

17' I didn't.A. No ,
The Figure 3-6, which is the TCEQ.18

uses a concentrations imu1at ion,19
Do you know why that was?20 20 , not 200.

I don't.2 1 A. No,

Would you look at Page 3-13?Q..22
Okay .23 A .

There's a referenceBottom paragaph.2 4 Q .

uses an outer.

. 52. } /S76
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there to 9,000 micrograms per liter.1

2 A. Yes .

What do you understand to be the source3 Q .
of the 9,000 microgram number. is that a ground4

5 wa t e r
Monitoring data.6 A .

Monitoring well data?7 Q .
That's right.8 A.

I don't know if I should raise this9

10 or not,

the question of why it goes to 200 in one and 2011
in the other12
contour interval is 200 in one and 20 in the13

14
lowest contour level that you are capable of15
plotting having a constant contour interval. in16
one case being 200 and in the other case being17

18 2 0 .
What is it that precludes you from19 Q.

plotting a lower concentration 200 than lack of2 0

data?21

If you have a constant' contour interval.22 A.

then the outer contour would be zero and my guess23

is that2 4

.J?.’■nr,._____ .......................
■ - HoMoryututMi

I'm not allowed to guess, I'm not

but I realize on this modeling, to answer

other and you can't go to zero, so it's the

Again, I'm surmising, but the
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supposed to guess, but I would surmise that the1

models do not allow you to go all the way to2
3 zero.

Look at Figure 4-1. This is modelQ.4

generated, is that correct?5

This is hand drawn..6 A.

Hand drawn. And this is a combined7 Q .
is that right?plume depiction,8

This is the PCE plume.9 A .
what I understand what you mean by combined.10

Well, there's one later on that purportsQ .11
to show just the Gemeinhardt plume. I presume12
this reflected both together?13

This reflects the data collected.14 A.
This has 100 ppb contour.Okay .Q. Do you15

know why the contour was not a lower ppb number?16
This is not a computer17

I do not know that. why it was not18 A.

drawn.1 9
I wonder if I can shortcut this.Okay .Q.2 0

I have a bunch of questions about why things were21
depicted in certain ways in this report and I now2 2
understand that the only way you'd be able to23
answer that question is, would be if you happened2 4

.52-) /S7'i

I'm not sure
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to have asked somebody that.question and1

Rather than go throughremembered the answer.2

all of my questions and get Im not supposed to3
4 Have you

asked to have explained to you any of the aspects5

of this' report so that if I asked you by chance6
7

them,8

that was,9
10

when I took overWhen I was working on,11 A .
12

understand what was done and how do I interpret13

this information, I did ask people about these14
particular drawings and data gathering efforts15
and that type of thing. It would be hard to say16
whether or not I can remember exact conversations17
and the nature of why certain conversations took18

But I tried to gain an understanding ofplace.19
what was done with the intent of understanding2 0

how the remediation system was going to work.2 1

Well ,22 Q.
which23

is the PCE plume and it says that the plume24

the question that happened to hit upon one of

there might be a-chance I'd get an answer

the project management of this and tried to
1, , , , ,

... . ...

let me try another question.
Bottom of Page 4-1 it refers to Figure 4-1,

that reflected the views of somebody
who was, actually involved in its preparation?

guess as the answer, let me try -this.
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extends from the site to a point approximately1

1,400 feet to t'he north northwest.2 And it says
at the last sentence that the highest3

4

5

liter. If 4,400 micrograms per liter were6

detected at the north northwest edge of the7

plume, what is the justification.8 what is the
rationale for showing 100 ppb contour as opposed9

to a 4,000 contour or some number in between?10

A.' My interpretation of that would be that11

Well Nest 7 came up clean as .far as PCE was12
13

that concentration contour drop relatively14
quickly as we move closer to Well Nest 7.15

And why isn't it dotted or dashed .if •16 Q.
that's what happened?17

That I don't know.18 A .

19 Q.
would be appropriate to show it as dashed.2 0
wouldn't it ?21

I would say to be consistent with the22 A. .

TCE plume, that would probably be a reasonable23
way of presenting the data.2 4

concentration detected at. the north northwest
■ \

edge of the plume was 4,400 micrograms per

('677J -72.'}7.S77

concerned and therefore, there was a need to have

If.that were the way it was done, it
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1 You mentioned that there had beenQ .

discussion about phenomenon that appeared to2

3

at a certain point-.4 Where is that in
relationship to the plume that's shown on 4-1?5

6 It does not show on Figure 4-1.A.

Q. It's not there anywhere on that.7 In
other words,8 can you tell me where it is using
Figure 4-1?9

10 A .

of the plume data would be that at Well Nest 10,11

can you find that?12

13 Q . Yes .

Okay . There at that point, because of14 A.

the concentrations detected in that well nest.15
there appeared to be a change in the plume shape.. 16

Okay. Can you tell me whether the 1,40017 Q.
feet for the PCE plume was measured from the18
northwest edge of the plume where the19
concentration was 4,400 or from the hundred foot2 0

contour that goes beyond that?21

I don't know.A.22
On Page 4-5 at the top of the pageQ.23

there's a point I wanted to ask you about. Let2 4

(67/J . j^ S /,S76

cause the plume to take a more northerly course

If I. used Figure 4-1, the interpretation
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1

decide how far back you want to read.2 Before the
discussion of the TCA plume there is a sentence3
that additional well nests would have to be4

installed to determine if this condition exists.5

I didn't want to ask you about this condition6

I just wanted to know whether or not7 was .

additional well nests were ever installed to8

evaluate it ?9
Let me read Okay . The answer is no10 A .

additional wells were installed.11
J

Do you know whether the data from12 Q.
Monitoring Wells 17 or 18 has been utilized to13

try to provide an explanation for the extended14
plume center that's referred to here?15

Monitor Wells 17 and 18 are well beyond16 A.
this plume. As I recall there was no PCE17
detected in either of those wells, so it did not18
become an issue.1 9

So the uncertainty that's referenced at2 0 Q.
the top of Page 4.4-5 still exists as far as ENSR21

i s concerned?22

23 A . Yes.
My question isFigure 4 - 3, please.2 4 Q.

L.j - '^(.-7/7-71.. ..

me. tell you what my question is and then you can



90
whether this is one of the figures that you felt1

had to be revised after taking into account the2

data from Wells 17 and 18?3
4 A .

,5 Q.
6 A. 4-5 .
7 Q.

Okay .8 A.

Nests 17 and 18 show up on this9 Q.
particular figure, do they not?10

11 A.

Did you inquire how it could be that12 Q .
they were taken into account on that figure, but13

not taken into account on Figure 4-3?14

I ob j ect.15 MR . DAVIS: It's not
apparent that they were taken into account.16
although they do appear there. Go ahead.17

LAMBERT:18 BY MR.
Go ahead.Q.19
Would you just ask the question again?20 A.

When you were inquiring about howYeah .Q.2 1

these figures came to be done the way they were22
done and someone told you that the data from 1723
and 18 was not taken into account in drawing some2 4

Yes, it is.

Yeah, it's on Page 4-8.

Yes, they do.

Figure 4-5, do you have that?
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of these figures, did you point out to them that1

here's one figure that does reference the two2

wells?3
I don't recall asking that question.A.4

What is Figure5 Q.
4-11?6

This is a model simulation of TCE plume7 A .
. assuming Gemeinhardt is the only source.8

Do you see Nest 17 there?9 Q.
10 A.

What is that little elliptical circleQ.11
around the marker for the nest mean?12

according to theThat marker,13 A.
indicates that's in the simulexplanation,14

It's a well where nothing was15 I'm sorry.

detected.16
So does that tell you that for thisQ.17

the person who18
did it took Well 17 data into account?19

This indicates that the person who didA .2 0
who prepared the drawing was aware of thethis ,2 1

Well 17 data.22
Did you notice this when you were askingQ.23

people questions about how. they drew the plumes2 4

Figure 4-11, please?

particular simulation, at least.

Yes, I do.
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the way they did?1

I don't recall noticing this.2 A.

Figure 4-12, please. Can you explainQ.3
the methodology used to prepare this figure?4

My understanding what was done here is5 A .

the results of the evaluation of various sources6
were attempted to be put on a single drawing, but-7

' I do not know the details of the process by which8
the person who did this prepared the drawing.9

You're not familiar with the way theQ.10
I take it. in connection withmodeling was done.11

this report?12
A. Not,13

modeling.14
Let me ask you a couple questions about15 Q.

another document.16
This is the DecemberMR. LAMBERT:17

A18
Could this- beEvaluation and Recommendation.19

marked with the next number, please?2 0
(Urban Exhibit No. 6 ,*0*21
marked for identification.)22

BY MR . LAMBERT:23

Q.2 4

no, not.the specifics of the
■ (•

1988 ENSR report entitled Remedial Action

Would you look at Figure 1-3 on Page
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Does Figure 1-3 accurately show where1 - 9 ?1

alternative water supplies were installed in the2

down gradient of the Gemeinhardt ■ faci1ity?3
This is my understanding what wasA.4

installed. I do. not know the details of what was5

finally installed in the area.6

Figure 2 - 2 . Do you know who prepared7 Q .
this figure individually?8

This was before I wasI don't.9 A. No,
involved with the project.10

Can we take a shortLAMBERT:MR .11
We're getting to the end.break?12

DAVIS: Sure .MR .13
(Brief recess)14

Just a couple moreMR . LAMBERT:15
quest ions. This is a letter apparently from Mr.16

17 Urban to Joseph Horowitz dated December 24 1991/

to which is attached a November 4,18
ENSR memo. . Mark it with the next number,19
please.20

(Urban Exhibit No. 7,21 * 0 *
marked for identification.)22

BY MR . LAMBERT:23
Can you identify the cover letter andQ .2 4

’/bC.

1991 internal
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the attachment, please?1

2 A . Yes . Apparent Actually, this letter
was an attachment as a whole.3

Q. I couldn't hear you.4 I'm sorry.
This letter was an attachment as a whole5 A .

I believe it was to an EPA progress report.6 to ,

I should say a progress report to the EPA,7
monthly progress report.8

And that progress report attached a copy9 Q.
of your letter to Mr. Horowitz which attached a10

copy of the internal memo?11

That's correct.12 A.

Is this the first written statement of13 Q.
the rationale for revising the plume maps?14

I believe that is the case.15 A.

Is there any other document that16 Q.
contains either this rationale or a similar17
rationale or a different rationale.18 any
rationale?19

Not that I recall.20 A.

Am I right in understanding that theQ.21

whole reason for revising the plume maps was the22
data from Well Nest 17?23

The plume maps were revised to reflect2 4 A.

/U).
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the data from Well Nest 17. If that's saying the1

same thing,2 ye s .

Has Well 17 been sampled since the timeQ.3

that the data was collected that is referred to4
t

on the first page of the November 4 memo?5 It
says it was sampled in September of 1991.6

7 I'm sorry, can you repeat that?A.
Has it been sampled since then?8 Q.
Since September of 1991?9 A.
Yeah .10 Q.

it was sampled approximately a yearA. Yes ,11

ago when we did the complete round of sampling.12
Is that the only time it's been sampled13 Q.

since then?14
Let me interject that15

they have been out sampling during the last16
It may be included in that., as we11.week .17

LAMBERT:18 BY MR.
Apart from that, has it been sampled anyQ.19

other time that you know of?20
I don't believe so.21 A.

That's all I have.MR . LAMBERT:22
No questions.MASON:MR .23
No questions.DAVIS:MR .2 4

MR. DAVIS:
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(Whereupon, at 4:10 o'clock p.m.,1

the deposition was concluded.)2
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Notary Public
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, this 

I, DAVID B. URBAN, do hereby certify that I have 
read the foregoing transcript of my testimony 
given on September 27, 1993, and I further
certify that said transcript is a true and 
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